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ABSTRACT: This research focuses on change processes. It considers how components of a 
change framework—namely, the concerns-based adoption model—can be used as diagnos¬ 
tic evaluation tools to examine how participants’ attitudes and levels of participation affect the 
implementation of the professional development school model. This article demonstrates how 
qualitative and quantitative data can be viewed through the lens of the concerns-based adop¬ 
tion model, as obtained at the end of the 1st year of the Urban Professional Development 
School Network, a professional development school network between one large private urban 
university and six public and private schools. Given the findings, recommendations are made 
for how the model can inform the change process, as well as research within the broader field 
of professional development school partnerships. 


Beginning with the publication of the seminal 
work Tomorrow’s Schools (Holmes Group, 
1990), professional development school (PDS) 
partnerships have been advocated as a means 
for achieving fundamental change in preK-12 
and university teacher education. In the cur¬ 
rent era of high-stakes testing and national 
and state accountability aimed at school im¬ 
provement, stakeholders from within and out¬ 
side PDS networks increasingly call for evi¬ 
dence that these partnerships are achieving 
the anticipated impacts. In this climate, it is 
tempting for the focus of PDS research to shift 
exclusively to the documentation of impacts, 
without a consideration of the processes by 
which change occurs. Teitel (2001), however, 
warns against this, in his discussion of the 
complexities of PDS research: 

It may be too soon to measure the impacts 

of PDS partnerships, which represent long¬ 


term systemic changes that should not be 
measured until all changes are in place and 
until these changes have had an adequate 
chance to make a difference, (p. 58) 


As Teitel asserts (2001), long-term systemic 
and sustainable change is a hallmark of PDS 
partnerships. As such, this research focuses on 
change processes by considering how compo¬ 
nents of a change framework—namely, the 
concerns-based adoption model (CBAM)—can 
be used as diagnostic evaluation tools to exam¬ 
ine how participants’ attitudes and levels of par¬ 
ticipation affect the implementation of the PDS 
model. Specifically, this article demonstrates 
how qualitative and quantitative data can be 
viewed through the lens of the CBAM, as ob¬ 
tained at the end of the 1st year of the Urban 
Professional Development School Network (Ur¬ 
ban PDS), a PDS network between one large 
private urban university and six public and pri- 
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vate schools within a 5'inile radius of the uni¬ 
versity. Based on the findings, recommenda¬ 
tions are made for how the CBAM can inform 
the change process, as well as research within 
the broader field of PDS partnerships. 

Urban PDS Background 

The Urban PDS was conceptualized in 2003, 
and in June 2005, the network was inaugu¬ 
rated with a summer institute for teachers, ad¬ 
ministrators, and university faculty, focusing 
on the goals of inquiry and teacher education 
across the lifespan. Approximately 2,100 
preK-12 students and 170 teachers learn and 
teach in these six schools. The schools, like 
the city itself, are diverse, serving between 0% 
and 22% limited-English-proficient students 
and providing free or reduced-price lunch for 
6% to 91% of their students. Seven faculty 
from the School of Education and four from 
the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences fac¬ 
ulty receive one course reduction from their 
teaching load for work with the PDS network. 

Key components of the network include a 
leadership team for the initiative, professional 
development at summer institutes, core teams 
at each partner school comprised of preK-12 
teacher leaders and School of Education fac¬ 
ulty, collaboration with other university col¬ 
leges (liberal arts and sciences, theater, music), 
and curricular study and inquiry teams (within 
the university, within preK-12 schools, and 
across the network of schools). The guiding 
principle of this network is inquiry-based pro¬ 
fessional development, with schools defining 
their own paths toward school improvement 
(with assistance from the university) through 
focus areas such as teacher leadership, teach¬ 
ing and learning improvements, integrated 
arts, technology, and multiple literacies. By de¬ 
sign, this model accommodates the individual 
contexts and characteristics of each school. 
Given this emphasis on individual contexts, 
the PDS network, which supports the im¬ 
provement of preK-12 teaching practices and 
teacher preparation programs, is laden with 
complexity and opportunity. 


Theoretical Framework 

We approach this work on the change process 
from the perspective of university-based fac¬ 
ulty working within a PDS network founded 
on principles of “critical, collaborative in¬ 
quiry” (Clark, 1999, p. 211), a focus on the 
challenges and strengths of each institutional 
partner, and the unique characteristics of each 
individual within the network. Critical collab¬ 
orative inquiry, as described by Clark (1999) 
and envisioned by this network, is the com¬ 
bining of study or theory with action to pro¬ 
mote school improvement with a commitment 
to uniting educators to “think together about 
their underlying interests and ideologies” (p. 
213) toward the ultimate goal of creating qual¬ 
ity educational experiences for all students. 

This emphasis on critical collaborative 
thought and action arises from the founding 
principles of the university and the School of 
Education’s emphasis on creating transforma¬ 
tive educators for urban environments. The 
focus on the unique challenges, strengths, and 
needs of each institutional partner was a hall¬ 
mark of the initial plan for the network; in¬ 
stead of requiring that all school partners sub¬ 
scribe to a specific method or plan for 
educational reform, they (both preK-12 
schools and the university) were asked to de¬ 
fine their own plans for action. In addition, 
the consideration of the unique needs of each 
participant is demonstrated through the con¬ 
sideration of the growth path of each educa¬ 
tor—each preservice candidate, in-service 
teacher, administrator, professional staff mem¬ 
ber, and university-based faculty member. As 
such, a logical offshoot of these guiding princi¬ 
ples is an emphasis on understanding the 
change processes through the individuals’ re¬ 
sponses, with the understanding that although 
educational reform through critical collabora¬ 
tive inquiry is the desired goal, change occurs 
differently among the institutional partners 
and their participants. 

The CBAM and key documents within 
the PDS literature support these guiding prin¬ 
ciples. As mentioned, the CBAM is the model 
for understanding the process of change that 


118 KATHERINE M. KAPUSTKA AND SHARON J. DAMORE 


forms the conceptual and theoretical basis for 
this research. It was designed in the early 
1970s and through the mid'1980s by re¬ 
searchers at the University of Texas Research 
and Development Center for Teacher Educa¬ 
tion. These researchers, who were focused on 
the implementation of educational innova¬ 
tions, asserted that “there was more to change 
than simply delivering the innovation ‘box’ to 
the classroom door; rather a process was in¬ 
volved” (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 7). Using their 
field-based research, the authors documented 
the stages and levels that participants in the 
change process underwent and, through this 
documentation and analysis, designed three 
scales for understanding the change process: 
Stages of Concern, Levels of Use, and Innova¬ 
tion Configurations. Two of these scales, 
Stages of Concern and Levels of Use, are rele¬ 
vant to the research presented here and are 
described in detail. 

The first, Stages of Concern, is a frame¬ 
work that describes seven concerns and feel¬ 
ings that a participant might have during the 
process of change. These range from Stage 0 
(awareness), where a common response might 
be “I am not concerned about it,” to Stage 6 
(refocusing), where a participant might say, “I 
have some ideas about something that would 
work even better” (Hord, Rutherford, Huling- 
Austin, & Hall, 1987, p. 31). (See Appendix 
A for examples for all seven stages.) These 
stages reflect a developmental continuum and 
are so organized into three dimensions that re¬ 
flect an individual’s primary concerns during 
the change process—namely, self (Stages 
0-2), task (Stages 3), and impact (Stages 4-6). 
Although these stages and dimensions are dis¬ 
tinct, note that at any given time in the 
change process, an individual is likely to have 
concerns that reflect multiples stages and di¬ 
mensions (Hord et ah, 1987). 

The second scale that informs this re¬ 
search, Levels of Use, is a framework that de¬ 
scribes eight levels of use for a particular in¬ 
novation, from Level 0 (nonuse) to Level 6 
(renewal; Hall & Hord, 1987, 2005). Writing 
in 1987, Hall and Hord explained that al¬ 
though the idea of documenting levels of use 
for an innovation during the change process 


might seem obvious, “school leaders assumed 
[in the 1970s], at least implicitly, that the use 
of a new program or promising practice was 
taking place if the materials had been deliv¬ 
ered to the classroom” (p. 82). Levels of Use, 
designed to challenge this assumption, fo¬ 
cused on definitions of what could be ob¬ 
served with regard to people’s behaviors dur¬ 
ing the change process. Lor purposes of this 
research, only Level 0 (nonuse) is used. The 
authors described nonuse as the “state in 
which the user has little or no knowledge of 
the innovation, no involvement with the in¬ 
novation and is doing nothing toward be¬ 
coming involved” (p. 84). 

These scales are grounded in several key 
assumptions: “Understanding the point of 
view of the participants in the change process 
is critical” and “change is a process, not an 
event” (p. 8), as well as “change is a highly 
personal experience” and “change involves de¬ 
velopmental growth” (p. 6). These key as¬ 
sumptions align well with the current under¬ 
standing of the development of PDSs, as 
documented in texts such as the National 
Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Edu¬ 
cation’s (NCATE’s) Handbook for the Assess¬ 
ment of Professional Development Schools 
(2001a) and Standards for Professional Develop¬ 
ment Schools (2001b), which articulate a series 
of stages (beginning, developing, at standard, 
and leading) for each of the five standards, 
thus emphasizing the process of change in¬ 
stead of an endpoint. 

Similarly, The Professional Development 
Schools Handbook identifies the CBAM as a 
“useful tool for understanding what change 
looks like to the individuals who are being 
asked to adopt a new approach in their prac¬ 
tice” (Teitel, 2003, p. 36) and so includes a 
summary of the theory in the toolkit for ad¬ 
dressing partnership development. In addi¬ 
tion, in What It Means to Be a Professional De¬ 
velopment School (National Association for 
Professional Development Schools, 2008), a 
statement of nine essentials written by the 
Executive Council and the Board of Directors 
of the National Association for Professional 
Development Schools, the authors emphasize 
the role of the essentials in guiding the 
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processes of change and growth in PDSs: 
“These essentials will provide insight for all 
school-university partnerships seeking to ex- 
tend further the scope and magnitude of their 
existing relationships so that they can build 
toward a PDS culture” (p. 9). From these 
guiding documents for PDSs, it becomes clear 
that understanding processes of change is es¬ 
sential to grow and sustain PDS partnerships. 

The guiding perspective of this article 
therefore grows from the marrying of the 
CBAM and the PDS literature with the key 
principles of this PDS network. Simply put, 
change is a personal and developmental 
process, and any research into it must take into 
account the unique characteristics and points 
of view of all participants and thus serve as a 
guide for future work and growth in PDSs. 

Relevant Literature 

Two distinct bodies of literature inform this 
PDS research: literature on change within 
PDSs and the research detailing how the 
CBAM has been used as a framework for un¬ 
derstanding the change process in education. 

Change in PDS Literature 

A common theme uniting all professional de¬ 
velopment literature is that “change is a 
process riddled with complexities” (Holmes 
Group, 1995, p. 94). However, not all authors 
discuss change in the same way; some focus 
more on the end than the means. Change is 
used synonymously with impacts or effects— 
that is, either a change has occurred or it has 
not (e.g., Bullough, Kauchak, Crow, Hobbs, & 
Stokes, 1997; Parsons & Renyi, 1999; Teitel, 
1997; Van Zandt, 1998; Yerian & Grossman, 
1997). For example, in their discussion of 
teacher change, Bullough and colleagues 
(1997) state, “Although teachers reported in¬ 
creased professional reflection and changed 
teaching practices, these changes did not seem 
to affect deeply held views about teacher edu¬ 
cation” (p. 158). The authors clearly point out 
the areas in which change occurred (personal 
reflection and teaching practices) and those 


where it did not (deeply held views). Unfortu¬ 
nately, this type of research, though important 
for documenting the impacts of PDS partner¬ 
ships, does little to inform stakeholders about 
the processes by which change occurs, nor 
does it provide direction to facilitate change. 

Alternatively, other researchers focus on 
the process of ongoing systemic change as a 
necessary component of educational improve¬ 
ment (e.g., Abma, Fischetti, & Larson, 1999; 
Kochan, 1999; Mariage & Garmon, 2003; Pe¬ 
ters, 2002; Shroyer, Yahnke, Bennett, & Dunn, 
2007; Wait & Warren, 2001). Although speak¬ 
ing of school-university partnerships and not 
specifically PDSs, Mariage and Garmon (2003) 
address the impacts of the partnership while fo¬ 
cusing on the “change effort” (p. 216), listing 
one of their goals as “to study and examine the 
effects of the change process” (p. 217). Simi¬ 
larly, Wait and Warren (2001) contribute to 
the literature on changes with PDSs by making 
reference to the change process of developing a 
supervision course for cooperating teachers and 
principals, and Shroyer and colleagues (2007) 
explain that they designed a “multifaceted, 
longitudinal study to examine the process and 
impact of change on all of our partner organi¬ 
zations” (p. 213). 

In addition, because of the myriad of goals 
within PDSs—including enhanced preservice 
teacher education, increased capabilities for 
preK-12 and university-based educators, and 
improved student achievement—much re¬ 
search on PDSs demonstrates the complexities 
of change. Valli, Cooper, and Frankes (1997), 
in their comprehensive review of the research 
on PDSs, address these complexities by dis¬ 
cussing first-order changes, “those intended to 
make existing organizational goals and struc¬ 
tures more efficient and effective” (p. 253), 
and second-order changes, those that “restruc¬ 
ture the organization itself’ (p. 253). In their 
study of field experiences, internships, and stu¬ 
dent teaching, which they refer to as school- 
based studies in PDSs, Zeichner and Miller 
(1997) address the processes of change and the 
complexities of change: “Several changes are 
occurring in [school-based studies] as they be¬ 
come situated in Professional Development 
Schools.... It is also clear that several aspects 
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of [school'based studies] have not changed all 
that much with the advent of PDSs” (p. 
26-27). These authors present change in 
PDSs as a complex process in which there are 
layers of change and possibilities for change in 
some aspects but not others. It is from the au- 
thors described here, as well as the literature 
on the CBAM, that PDS networks can begin 
to understand how change occurs in these 
unique partnerships. 

Understanding Educational Change 
Through the CBAM 

The essence of the CBAM is that the concerns 
of the individual participants (generally, the 
teachers) regarding the implementation of ed- 
ucational innovation can have a deep impact 
on the success or failure of an initiative. As a 
result, identifying and studying these concerns 
is vital in facilitating the change process and 
ensuring successful implementation. 

A review of the literature on the CBAM 
shows that although it is more than 30 years 
old (Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973), it con¬ 
tinues to inspire confidence as “the most ro¬ 
bust and empirically grounded theoretical 
model for the implementation of education in¬ 
novations to come out of education change re¬ 
search in the 1970s and 1980s” (Anderson, 
1997, p. 331). Historically, policymakers and 
school administrators directed the change 
process without consideration of the concerns 
of teachers. Research suggests that when edu¬ 
cational leaders adopt appropriately designed 
CBAM-based professional development, the 
results are positive in reducing teacher resist¬ 
ance (Vaughan, 2002). Numerous authors 
have applied the CBAM to a variety of educa¬ 
tional innovations, including techniques for 
working with special-needs students (Bailey & 
Palsha, 1992; Lambie, 2000; Pedron & Evans, 
1990; Rainforth, 2000), multiple uses of tech¬ 
nology (Brzycki & Dudt, 2005; Davis & Rob- 
Iyer, 2005; Dobbs, 2004; Donovan, Hartley, & 
Strudler, 2007; Lueddeke, 1997; Mills & 
Tincher, 2003; Vaughan, 2002; Ward, West, & 
Isaak, 2002), mathematics curriculum change 
(Christou, Eliophotou-Menon, & Philippou, 


2004; Hall et al., 1999), novel science peda¬ 
gogy (Dass, 2001), innovative literacy prac¬ 
tices (Hargreaves et ah, 2003; Wedman, 
Kuhlman, & Guenther, 1996), the use of state 
standards and benchmarks (Fenton, 2002), 
changes in teacher education courses (Olaf- 
son, Quinn, & Hall, 2005), and school coun¬ 
selors’ role in drug and violence prevention 
(Smaby & Daugherty, 1995). 

In addition to being used to document the 
change processes within a variety of educa¬ 
tional innovations, components of the CBAM 
are used in a variety of configurations and 
methods. For example, numerous researchers 
(Bailey & Palsha, 1992; Dobbs, 2004; Pedron 
& Evans, 1990; Rainforth, 2000; Ward et ah, 

2002) used only the Stages of Concern or an 
adapted version of the questionnaire (Chris- 
tou et ah, 2004; Donovan et ah, 2007; 
Vaughan, 2002; Wedman et ah, 1996). Others 
used the concepts of the Stages of Concern to 
analyze data from sources other than the ques¬ 
tionnaire, such as field notes, journals, and ob¬ 
served teacher activity (Dass, 2001; Fenton, 
2002; Olafson et al., 2005; Smaby & Daugh¬ 
erty, 1995). The Levels of Use component was 
much less commonly used, with only one arti¬ 
cle, among those reviewed here, using a modi¬ 
fied version of this tool (Davis & Roblyer, 
2005). Another article (Mills & Tincher, 

2003) used a much less well-known compo¬ 
nent of the CBAM—namely, the Innovation 
Configuration matrix. Finally, several articles 
referenced the theory of the CBAM, without 
making use of any of its three tools (Brzycki & 
Dudt, 2005; Hall et al., 1999; Lambie, 2000; 
Lueddeke, 1997). 

Of interest in this overview of the litera¬ 
ture is that in almost every case, the CBAM 
was used as a framework for understanding the 
process of change in relation to one innova¬ 
tion and not as a broad model for educational 
reform such as the PDS. The only exception is 
Venditti’s (2004) dissertation, which used the 
Stages of Concern in its examination of the 
implementation of the Malcolm Baldridge 
framework for education. Note that the two 
main components, Stages of Concern and 
Levels of Use, though sometimes used in their 
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original forms, were often modified to meet 
the needs of the specific researchers. 

Data Collection 

In 2006, a small inquiry team of Urban PDS 
faculty began to outline a research agenda de- 
signed to evaluate the effectiveness of the cur- 
rent PDS model, to supply the data needed to 
inform the ongoing decision-making processes 
as the PDS network advanced beyond initial 
implementation. Two essential steps in this 
process were, first, reviewing existing litera¬ 
ture on PDSs and, second, obtaining baseline 
data detailing participants’ year-end views. Af¬ 
ter completing an extensive review of the PDS 
literature, we decided that baseline data on 
participants’ opinions regarding various com¬ 
ponents of the Urban PDS model could best 
be obtained using a Likert-type scale (strongly 
agree to strongly disagree, including no opinion ) 
and open-ended questions designed to address 
three guiding questions: 

How does participation in the PDS net¬ 
work influence teaching, learning, 
and leading at preK-12 schools? 

How does participation in the PDS net¬ 
work influence preparation of preser- 
vice candidates? 

How do PDS partner institutions collabo¬ 
rate to support the work of the PDS 
partnership? 

The resulting survey reflected a careful 
consideration of the initiative’s proposal, 
which articulated key goals for the PDS net¬ 
work and an analysis of the PDS standards 
(NCATE, 2001b) and was thus titled the 
Critical Changes Survey to emphasize the 
inquiry team’s dedication to using research 
to inform decisions about necessary changes 
to ensure network success. The survey con¬ 
tained 34 items based on the Likert-type 
scale, 8 open-ended questions directly re¬ 
lated to the three research questions, as well 
as 3 broad open-ended questions (see Ap¬ 
pendix B for the survey). The survey was 
then entered into a simple online collection 


tool and piloted with several PDS network 
participants. As a result of the pilot, minor 
changes were made, and all network partici¬ 
pants, excluding the pilot study participants, 
were asked to complete the study. Out of 70 
PDS participants, 51 completed the survey, 
including practicing teachers, school admin¬ 
istrators, university faculty, and graduate as¬ 
sistants. All six preK-12 schools were repre¬ 
sented, as well as university faculty from the 
School of Education and the College of Lib¬ 
eral Arts and Sciences. All grade levels and 
content areas were represented, and the 
years of teaching experience ranged from 0 
to 46 (see Appendix C). 

Once all participants had ample opportu¬ 
nities to complete the survey, the data were 
imported into a spreadsheet. From there, two 
components of the CBAM, Stages of Concern 
and Levels of Use, were used to analyze the 
data. To analyze the Stages of Concern exhib¬ 
ited by the participants, we independently 
coded each response to the open-ended ques¬ 
tions with a stage number or marked it not ap¬ 
plicable, meaning that the response did not 
appear to reflect a particular stage. After com¬ 
pleting an independent coding of the re¬ 
sponses, we met to discuss the codes. When 
discrepancies existed, a process of discussion 
and analysis was used to arrive at agreement. 

Regarding Levels of Use, this was the PDS 
network’s 1st year, in which a primary focus 
was on engaging all participants with the net¬ 
work; thus, we decided to focus on Level 0 
(nonuse). Nonuse, as described by the CBAM 
researchers (Hall & Hord, 1987), focuses on 
the components of an innovation of which 
the participants have little or no knowledge. 
We wanted to identify which aspects of the 
network the participants had engaged with 
and which they had not, so they looked at the 
percentage of no opinion responses on the sur¬ 
vey. Because a Likert-type scale allows partic¬ 
ipants to mark their level of agreement or dis¬ 
agreement with a statement (or neutral if they 
neither agree nor disagree), those who marked 
no opinion were presumably doing so because 
they had not used whatever was referenced in 
the statement. 
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Results 

Levels of Use 

A review of the number of no opinion responses 
provides an indicator of the number of partic- 
ipants at Level 0 (nonuse) regarding Levels of 
Use. Data for the first two research questions 
are illustrative. For the seven statements fo¬ 
cusing on the first research question (see Ap¬ 
pendix D)—designed to document the impact 
of the network on teaching, leading, and 
learning in network schools—an average of 
10.8% of the respondents indicated no opinion, 
meaning that they did not have enough infor¬ 
mation about the statement to make a judg¬ 
ment. For the eight statements relating to the 
preparation of preservice candidates at the 
university, an average of 22.2% of respondents 
indicated no opinion (see Appendix E). These 
averaged responses indicate which key compo¬ 
nents of the PDS network participants have 
begun to use and which they have not. 

Of note within the research questions fo¬ 
cusing on teaching, leading, and learning were 
the levels of nonuse for the teaching practices 
that had been emphasized within the 1st year 
of implementation. Approximately 96% of 
participants had an opinion on the statement 
“PDS professional development activities 
have contributed positively to improvement of 
teaching practices.” But when asked about ar¬ 
eas of possible teaching improvement—such 
as integrated arts, technology integration, and 
addressing the learning gaps among groups of 
children—at least 19% of respondents indi¬ 
cated no opinion. This finding demonstrates 
that although teachers believed that their 
classroom practice was improving, they had 
not yet begun to use the techniques empha¬ 
sized in the PDS network. 

As noted earlier, the averaged data in the 
category of preservice candidate preparation 
showed the greatest level of nonuse. This cat¬ 
egory comprised eight statements focusing on 
such topics as the meaningfulness of field ex¬ 
periences for preservice candidates, the quality 
of supervision of the candidates, and the op¬ 
portunities for educators at partner schools to 
work with the preservice candidates. On all 


statements included in this section of the sur¬ 
vey, at least 17% of respondents marked no 
opinion; on six statements, more than 20% of 
respondents marked no opinion. These respon¬ 
dents had no opinion on issues such as preser- 
vice candidates’ seeing connections between 
their university work and the preK-12 class¬ 
rooms (31%, no opinion ), supervision by uni¬ 
versity personnel (25%, no opinion ), mentor¬ 
ing of preservice candidates by preK-12 
faculty (23%, no opinion), preservice candi¬ 
dates’ knowledge of the schools they were 
placed in (23%, no opinion), the meaningful- 
ness of field placements for preservice candi¬ 
dates (21%, no opinion), and the overall qual¬ 
ity of the preservice candidates (20%, no 
opinion). This response is notable, yet because 
the initial year of this PDS network focused on 
helping the preK-12 schools engage in inquiry 
around school improvement (and not on mak¬ 
ing substantive changes to the university pre- 
service program), these results were to be ex¬ 
pected. They also provide an important 
baseline for future surveys to document note¬ 
worthy changes in the partnership’s prepara¬ 
tion of preservice candidates. 

Stages of Concern 

One question on the survey provides powerful 
data for understanding the Stages of Concern 
as they relate to the development of this PDS. 
In response to the open-ended question 
“What about the PDS network has challenged 
you?” 16 of the 39 respondents (41%) made 
some reference to time, which placed them at 
Stage 3 (management). Hall and Hord (1987) 
describe this stage as “issues related to effi¬ 
ciency, organizing, managing, scheduling, and 
time demands are utmost” (p. 60). Hord and 
colleagues (1987) explain that this result is 
common “during the early period of use” 
(p. 31). As such, it reflects not only the partic¬ 
ipants’ desires to embrace the innovations that 
are associated with participation in the Urban 
PDS but also the reality that, in days filled 
with meeting the immediate needs of students, 
finding time for additional responsibilities is 
difficult. For example, one participant noted, 
“[The] PDS has inspired me to make changes 
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that are challenging because of time.” This 
teacher was inspired to embrace the changes 
associated with participation in the Urban 
PDS but struggled to find the time to do so. 

The remaining responses fell between 
Stage 0 (informational) and Stage 5 (collabo- 
ration); surprisingly, no comments fell within 
Stage 4 (consequence), where “the focus is on 
relevance of the innovation for students, eval¬ 
uation of student outcomes . . . and changes 
needed to increase student outcomes” (p. 60). 
(Appendix A includes participants’ responses 
that illustrate each state.) Within this range, 
the majority of the comments represented the 
first two dimensions of concern, self and task. 
In addition to the time concerns noted earlier, 
participants were concerned about the per¬ 
sonal impact (Stage 2) of their participation in 
the Urban PDS. For example, one participant 
noted that she was concerned about “trying to 
find [her] role in the network,” and another 
stated that she found it challenging “not 
knowing how to be of more help.” These re¬ 
sults represent the developmental nature of 
the Stages of Concern as experienced by par¬ 
ticipants involved in a complex change 
process. In the 1st year of the implementation 
of the Urban PDS, participants were expected 
to be concerned about the impact on them¬ 
selves as well as on managing the change. 
Once self-concerns diminish in general and 
participants find ways to address the manage¬ 
ment concerns, we hypothesize, given the 
Stages of Concern, that their concerns will 
then turn to the impacts of the change (Hord 
et ah, 1987). 

Discussion 

In using the CBAM to interpret the survey 
data, we can explicate two key findings based 
on the experiences of the Urban PDS as 
viewed through the lens of existing PDS liter¬ 
ature. The first relates to the Levels of Use (or 
nonuse) and what can be reasonably expected 
during the 1st year of implementation of a 
complex school reform model such as a PDS 
network. The second relates to the Stages of 
Concern and the challenges faced by partici¬ 


pants in a PDS network as they implement 
substantial changes to their everyday prac¬ 
tices. For both key findings, we discuss how 
they were addressed by the participants within 
the Urban PDS; we also make recommenda¬ 
tions for other PDSs, based on the data pre¬ 
sented and the strengths of the two CBAM 
scales used in this research. 

First, regarding the Levels of Use, in the 
key area of preservice candidate preparation, 
there was a noteworthy level of nonuse within 
the network, but this can arguably be expected 
for the 1st year of implementation, during 
which the emphasis was on building relation¬ 
ships between and among institutional part¬ 
ners and supporting the preK-12 schools to 
engage in inquiry around school improve¬ 
ment—that is, the emphasis was not on mak¬ 
ing substantive changes to the School of Edu¬ 
cation’s preservice preparation program. Of 
concern to university faculty and preK-12 
teacher leaders and administrators was that, 
within the area of preservice candidate prepa¬ 
ration, one out of five respondents indicated 
no opinion. For the Urban PDS participants, 
the conclusion was clear: Further emphasis 
needed to be placed on engaging the preK-12 
school partners in teacher candidate prepara¬ 
tion. All constituents were committed to the 
goal of improved teacher candidate prepara¬ 
tion, and these data provided the impetus for 
conversations between and among university 
faculty, preK-12 teachers, and school adminis¬ 
trators. 

A result of these conversations was that 
of a key goal for the 2nd year of the net¬ 
work—namely, an increased awareness of 
shared responsibility between the university 
and preK-12 schools for educating, mentor¬ 
ing, and preparing teacher candidates while 
increasing university faculty involvement 
and competencies in areas of mentoring and 
supervision of preservice teacher candidates. 
One change occurred at the second summer 
institute for the Urban PDS participants. In 
their action plans for the upcoming school 
year (written at this summer institute), all 
partner schools (including the university) 
were asked to include at least one goal related 
to the supervision and mentoring of teacher 
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candidates. The result was that of action 
plans, which included goals such as scheduh 
ing professional development on mentoring, 
redefining mentoring expectations for 
preK-12 school partners, and altering the 
processes of selecting and training the uni- 
versity supervisors for student teachers. Fur- 
thermore, as a result of these action plans, 
the Urban PDS leadership team—which in- 
eluded university faculty, school principals, 
and teacher leaders—designed and facilitated 
professional development opportunities at 
the network and school levels, where practic' 
ing teachers and administrators engaged in 
dialogue about roles and practices in teacher 
education with colleagues, university faculty, 
and teacher candidates. 

University faculty and the School of Edu- 
cation also made substantive changes, includ- 
ing the design and commencement of a PDS 
teacher candidate cohort, a new emphasis on 
determining teacher candidate perceptions of 
the PDS experience, the use of PDS standards 
for evaluation (NCATE, 2001b), and revised 
policies, practices, and procedures for student 
teachers and field experiences. For example, 
all student teacher seminars were moved to 
PDS preK-12 campuses with the majority 
taught by Urban PDS participants, including 
university faculty, preK-12 administrators, 
and preK-12 teachers. 

For PDS educators in the broader commu¬ 
nity, there is a lesson to be learned about find- 
ing a balance among the competing goals of 
PDSs. This research helps to demonstrate the 
complexities inherent in attempting to create 
a truly symbiotic relationship between univer- 
sities and preK-12 schools where the needs of 
preservice candidates, preK-12 students, and 
in-service educators are equally emphasized. 
These data may propel all stakeholders in 
school-university partnerships to more closely 
analyze the reasons for these partnerships and 
articulate a clear plan for how all essential 
goals can be achieved. The Levels of Use can 
help to inform decision making around these 
goals. PDS partners can identify their key 
goals, and by using the Levels of Use or the 
theories behind them, they can assess whether 
participants are using or not using the related 


innovations. We found that the preservice 
candidate goal was receiving markedly smaller 
levels of use among the goals of enhanced in- 
service educator capabilities, improved preser- 
vice candidate preparation, and quality educa¬ 
tional experiences for preK-12 students; as 
such, others might find that their PDS is not 
achieving the desired balance among some¬ 
times-competing goals. 

Second is the issue of time, as based on the 
Stages of Concern. At the end of the 1st year 
of implementation, participants in the survey 
were enthusiastic about the opportunities for 
change. They were, however, burdened by 
time, and they needed help in finding ways to 
manage time demands associated with PDS 
participation. This topic, like the issue of 
nonuse in preservice teacher education, was 
discussed with all PDS constituents, and 
changes were made to help address the con¬ 
cerns. One major change, made possible by a 
substantial contribution by the School of Edu¬ 
cation, was the assignment of a student worker 
to each PDS partner school. As a group, these 
part-time undergraduate students were able to 
support preK-12 teachers and administrators, 
as well as the School of Education faculty rep¬ 
resentative to the school, with numerous ad¬ 
ministrative tasks, from assisting with the 
scheduling of university field experience stu¬ 
dents at the schools to assisting with the com¬ 
pletion of principals’ cost share reports neces¬ 
sary for grant reporting. Teachers, principals, 
and university faculty also worked together to 
identify ways to limit the additional time com¬ 
mitments required of all participants. For ex¬ 
ample, whenever possible, meetings and pro¬ 
fessional development were scheduled during 
existing meeting times or during the school 
day but with grant funding to allow for the hir¬ 
ing of substitutes. This helped reduce the time 
burdens felt by the Urban PDS participants. 

In considering the implications for other 
PDS partnerships, the developmental nature of 
the Stages of Concern is illustrative. With any 
curricular or pedagogical innovation—particu¬ 
larly, a complex educational reform model such 
as the PDS—participants are going to feel pres¬ 
sured by issues of management (especially, 
time). What the Stages of Concern provide, 
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however, is the understanding that this is a de- 
velopmental stage that participants may work 
through, just as participants focused on con¬ 
cerns related to self will progress to concerns 
about task (management) and, ideally, to con¬ 
cerns related to the impact of the innovation. 
The Stages of Concern therefore have two 
benefits for PDS practitioners. They can pro¬ 
vide data to make decisions about how to alter 
traditional structures to address the partici¬ 
pants’ concerns. The Urban PDS, for example, 
provided additional staffing to its participants. 
The stages also provide data from which to 
judge how participants are developing in their 
issues of concern. Using the Stages of Concern 
or the theories behind them, PDS stakeholders 
can evaluate, over time, how participants’ pri¬ 
mary concerns are changing as the implemen¬ 
tation of the model continues. The Urban 
PDS, for example, will continue to assess the 
Stages of Concern to determine whether par¬ 
ticipants are moving from the dimensions of 
self (Stages 0-2) and task (Stage 3) to that of 
impact (Stages 4-6). 

Conclusion 

Because of the complexities of PDS partner¬ 
ships—where schools and universities work 
together to achieve the goals of increased 
preK-12 student achievement, enhanced ca¬ 
pabilities for preK-12 and university-based ed¬ 
ucators, and improved preservice candidate 
preparation—it is easy to place exclusive focus 
on impacts instead of the processes of change. 
The CBAM recognizes and advocates for in¬ 
novation success through the understanding 
and acceptance of the participants’ concerns 
and their progression in the use of the innova¬ 
tion. For this reason, the model is a valuable 
tool in providing a framework for understand¬ 
ing and planning for change. The diagnostic 
evaluation tools, such as the Levels of Use and 
the Stages of Concern, should not be used 
blindly, however, without consideration for 
the unique characteristics of PDSs that make 
assessing the change process difficult. 

First, PDSs are not interventions per se, 
akin to a new curriculum or pedagogy. Instead, 


they are complex school reform models that of¬ 
ten include, at a minimum, multiple preK-12 
schools partnered with a university; numerous 
curricular, pedagogical, and structural changes 
at the preK-12 and university levels; and lead¬ 
ership development for school administrators, 
teacher leaders, and university faculty. Second, 
the CBAM is based on a traditional view of 
professional development and change for 
teachers, where principals or district-level 
administrators endorse the change and pro¬ 
vide training and where the teachers are re¬ 
sponsible for making the changes in their 
classrooms (Flail & Hord, 1987). Its emphasis 
is on “change facilitators” and the “innovation 
users and nonusers” (p. 12). Alternatively, one 
of the hallmarks of PDS networks is that of 
creating environments in which traditional 
boundaries are challenged and “university and 
school partners share responsibility for candi¬ 
date preparation, faculty development, and 
student learning” (NCATE, 2001b, p. 5). PDS 
partnerships, including the Urban PDS, often 
see teachers as essential leaders in the process 
of systemic educational reform. Instead of be¬ 
ing asked to simply implement an innovation 
as decided on by school administration or uni¬ 
versity faculty, they become key players in de¬ 
cision making about the nature and pace of 
change at their schools, as well as important 
stakeholders in the design and implementa¬ 
tion of preservice teacher education at the 
university level. 

All educational innovations are begun 
with the intent of creating systemic change to 
achieve goals such as improved student 
achievement and enhanced educator capabili¬ 
ties. In the rush to achieve and document 
these impacts, however, educators should not 
overlook the need for understanding the 
change process to ensure its effective impacts. 
Without this understanding, it is impossible to 
monitor the processes of change, and the de¬ 
sired impacts will not likely be attained and 
sustained. We therefore put forth the CBAM 
as a salient model for viewing data, learning 
more about the participants in the change 
process, and informing decision making, future 
work, and research within the broader field of 
PDS partnerships. EH3 


Appendix A. Examples of Stages of Concern 


Stage of Concern a 

Expression of Concern 3 

Urban Professional Development 

School Example b 

6: Refocusing 

1 have some ideas about something that 
would work even better. 


5: Collaboration 

1 am concerned about relating what 1 am 
doing to what other instructors are doing. 

Seeing what other people in the field under 
similar circumstances are doing and 

4: Consequence 

How is my use affecting kids? 

creating a community. 

3: Management 

1 seem to be spending all of my time 
getting materials ready. 

The most difficult challenge has been time. 

As a core team member 1 have taken on 

2: Personal 

How will using it affect me? 

lots of responsibilities. 

1: Informational 

1 would like to know more about it. 

Trying to find my role in the network. 

0: Awareness 

1 am not concerned about it (the 
innovation). 

Not knowing how to be of more help. 

Nothing. 


a Hord, Rutherford, Hurling-Austin, and Hall (1987, p. 31). 

b From survey data: “What about the [professional development school] network has challenged you?” 


Appendix B. Critical Changes Survey 


How does participation in the PDS network influence teaching, learning, and leading at network schools? 3 

1. PDS professional development activities have contributed positively to improvement of teaching practices. 

2. The PDS network has helped improve integrated arts practices to support teaching and learning. 

3. Involvement in the PDS network has encouraged teachers to alter their practices based on their 
understanding of multiple literacies. 

4. As a result of participation in the PDS network, technology is better integrated with classroom instruction. 

5. Involvement in the PDS network has led to an increased focus on addressing the learning gaps between 
groups of children. 

6. PDS professional development activities have contributed positively to increased development of student- 
focused practices. 

7. Participation in the PDS network has led to a greater understanding of the connections between 
educational theories/research and classroom practice. 

8. Involvement in the PDS network has led to changes that increase student motivation and engagement. 

9. Participation in the PDS network has led to higher expectations for all students’ achievement. 

10. The PDS network has helped my primary site(s) articulate a clear vision for school improvement. 

11. Participation in the PDS network has helped schools develop the internal structures necessary to improve 
teaching, leading, and learning. 

12. As a result of participation in the PDS network, teachers have been given increased opportunities for 
leadership. 

13. The PDS network has led to positive changes in administrator capabilities. 

14. Involvement with the PDS network has helped support work toward achieving school improvement goals. 

15. Involvement in the PDS network has led to sustainable changes that would continue to exist without 
network support. 

16. Participation in the PDS network has led to increased communication between teachers and 
administrators. 

17. Involvement in the PDS network has provided the time necessary for teachers and administrators to 
collaborate as they work toward common goals. 

Open-ended questions 

A. How has involvement in the PDS network contributed to curricular and pedagogical changes in the PDSs? 

B. What changes have you noticed in student learning as a result of participation in the PDS network? 

C. How has involvement in the PDS network contributed to changes in administrator and teacher leadership 
in the PDSs? 








How does participation in the PDS network influence preservice preparation of DePaul students? 3 

1. Participation in the PDS network has contributed to more meaningful field and student teaching 
experiences for DePaul students. 

2. Involvement in the PDS network has resulted in better prepared field experience students and student 
teaching candidates. 

3. Participation in the PDS network has resulted in improved supervision of field experience students and 
student teachers by DePaul personnel. 

4. As a result of participation in the PDS network there have been increased opportunities for DePaul field 
experience students and student teachers. 

5. Involvement with the PDS network has led to improved mentoring/coaching for field experience students 
and student teachers by school faculty. 

6. Participation in the PDS network has led to more opportunities for school faculty to work with field 
experience students and student teachers. 

7. As a result of participation in the PDS network, field experience students and student teachers are better 
able to see the connections between their university coursework and the complexities of preK-12 
classrooms. 

8. Participation in the PDS network has led to field experience students and student teaching candidates 
being more knowledgeable about the unique characteristics of the schools in which they are placed for 
field experiences or student teaching. 

Open-ended questions 

A. How has participation in the PDS network impacted the involvement of field experience students and 
student teaching candidates in network schools? 

B. How has involvement in the PDS network impacted the overall quality of field experience students and 
student teaching candidates in network schools? 

C. How has participation in the PDS network influenced how teachers and administrators at network schools 
interact with field experience students and student teachers? 


How do PDS partners, and partner institutions, collaborate to support the work of the professional development 
school partnerships? 3 

1. The PDS network has led to an increased sense of trust between the university and network schools. 

2. Participation in the PDS network has led to increased communication between PDS partner schools and 
the university. 

3. Involvement in the PDS network has provided opportunities for network schools and the university to work 
together to improve outcomes for preK-12 students. 

4. Involvement in the PDS network has provided opportunities for network schools and the university to work 
together to improve the teaching practices of all teachers (preK-12 and postsecondary). 

5. Participation in the PDS network has given partner schools opportunities to influence the preparation of 
preservice teachers at the university. 

6. Participation in the PDS network has given partner schools opportunities to influence the pre-service 
preparation program at the university. 

7. Faculty members from the School of Education at the university contribute to the attainment of school 
improvement goals. 

8. Faculty members from outside the School of Education at the university contribute to the attainment of the 
school improvement goals. 

9. PDS study teams have served as an effective way to address unique school challenges. 

Open-ended questions 

A. How has the collaboration between the university and the network schools influenced how you do your job? 

B. How has the collaboration between the university and the network schools impacted the education of your 
students? 

Summative open-ended questions 

A. What about the PDS network has been most beneficial to you? 

B. What about the PDS network has challenged you? 

C. What suggestions do you have for improving the PDS network? 


■Likert-type scale: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree, no opinion 




Appendix C. Survey Respondents 


Respondent Category 

Respondents (n) 

University graduate assistant 

1 

University faculty 

14 

PreK-8 Public School 

No. 1 

3 

No. 2 

5 

No. 3 

6 

PreK-8 Private School 

No. 1 

6 

No. 2 

11 

9-12 Private School 

5 

Total 

51 


Note. Participants: n = 70. 


Appendix D. Influence on Teaching, Leading, and Learning 


Participation in the PDS network has led to higher expectations for all 
students' achievement. 


Involvement in the PDS network has led to changes that increase student 
motivation and engagement. 


PDS professional development activities have contributed positively to 
increased development of student-focused practices. 


Involvement in the PDS network has led to an increased focus on 
addressing the learning gaps between groups of children. 


As a result of participation in the PDS network, technology is better 
integrated with classroom instruction. 


The PDS network has helped improve integrated arts practices to support 
teaching and learning. 


PDS professional development activities have contributed positively to 
improvement of teaching practices 



5 % 10 % 15 % 20 % 25 % 


0 % 


Percentage marking "No Opinion" 
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Appendix E. Influence on Preparation of Preservice Candidates 


Prcservicc candidates are more knowledgeable about the unique 
characteristics of the schools in which they arc placed 

Preservice candidates arc better able to sec the connections between their 
university courscwork and the complexities of prcK-12 classrooms. 


More opportunities for prcK-12 school faculty to work with preservice 
candidates 


Improved mcnloring/coaching for preservicc candidates by prcK-12 school 
faculty. 


Increased opportunities for prcservicc candidates in P-12 schools 


Improved supervision of preservice candidates by university personnel. 


Better prepared prcservicc candidates 


More meaningful field and student teaching experiences for preservice 
candidates 



0 % 5 % 10 % 15 % 20 % 25 % 30 % 35 % 


Percentage Marking "No Opinion" 
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